Assessments of significance depend at least in part on the standpoint of the observer and the context of interpretation. The more prominent the object, the more perspectives are likely to be available. That is certainly the case with Barth, precisely because he still, thirty years after his death, stands out as a major figure -to put it no more strongly -in the history of theology in the twentieth century. A major figure -also a disputed figure, 
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greater of the two, as the doctor ecclesiae of his day, as the towering figurehead of dogmatic theology. In this, as I later found, my father was representative of many of the ablest Scottish theological students of the 1930s -the years when Barth was really beginning to become well known in Britain, and especially in Scotland. Useful on this is a recent German dissertation: Anne-Kathrin Finke, Karl Barth in Grossbritannien.
Rezeption und Wirkungsgeschichte.
As time passed I went on to study Divinity in New College, Edinburgh, and came under the aegis of Thomas F Torrance, the most redoubtable and most massively learned of all Barth's disciples in that generation. Two abiding memories are of learning German using Dogmatik im Grundriß as the reading text and of compiling a précis of Church Dogmatics I/2 §15: "The Mystery of Revelation", that being the prescribed exercise to introduce us to dogmatic theology. It was an exercise that could -and in my case probably did -mark one for life. Having previously studied classics and philosophy, I
had a largely exegetical, liturgical and homiletical conception of theology: here I was confronted with tough, biblically and historically shaped theological ideas and questions demanding thorough and serious discipline in their handling -a handling intended to think through and if possible beyond positions attained in the past. In my own small way I was making a similar discovery to that which Barth describes in his foreword to Ernst Bizer's revision of Heppe's Reformed Dogmatics (Heppe 1950:v-vii) , -that theology is a serious and responsible intellectual discipline with its own proportions, symmetry and elegance, no less demanding than the questions of contemporary philosophy which had occupied me in the previous years.
At the same time I became well aware that "Barthianism" was often more a term of opprobrium than of praise in the British and American context. Barth's frontal attacks on natural theology were a thorn in the eye of a style of philosophical theology which had such a long tradition in Britain in both anglican and reformed dress. Similarly, Barth's critique of "religion" could not but be found unsympathetic by the advocates, coming to prominence in Britain in the 1960s, of "religious studies" rather than "confessional dogmatics". In both respects I soon found that much criticism and rejection of Barth was based more on ill-informed caricature than on any real attempt to understand him and that the points he was making deserved to be taken more seriously and grasped in a more differentiated way; but of course substantial issues remained (and still remain) in these areas. On another tack, we knew even in Edinburgh that the post-war generation of German theological students was much more deeply coloured by the Bultmann school than by Barth, though a certain reaction associated with names such as Pannenberg, Moltmann and Jüngel was beginning to make itself felt. We did not on the whole hear anything very much about the Barthian theologians still active in Germany -Otto Weber, for example, or Walter Kreck. If anything, the greatest impact out of Germany (apart from Bultmann's) came from Gogarten via Harvey Cox and Cox's popularisation of the theme of secularisation (Cox 1965 ). Yet there was also Barth's Dogmatics, complete in English by the end of the 1960s, a monument that could not be overlooked and a mine of information and argument on all kinds of theological issues -which is how, like many others, I tended to use it. "Da magistrum!" meant not, as when Cyprian said it, "Give me Tertullian", but "Look up Barth!" Edinburgh dogmatics under Torrance was not, however, characterised by any kind of uncritical Barthianism. A proportion of the students came from a strongly conservative background in which Calvin and reformed orthodoxy set the tone and Barth was looked upon as rather dangerously liberal -an attitude I later learned was shaped by theologians such as Cornelius van Til and others in the Dutch reformed tradition. More importantly, however, Torrance himself was a much too independent thinker to be content with simply parroting Barth or encouraging his students to do the same. In the theology I learned in New College in the 1960s (and taught there in the 1970s) Barth was an important source and a significant authority, but one with whom one had a perfect right to disagree and who was certainly not to be regarded as having said the last word on any subject. It may seem banal to say so, but we were not "Barthians" in any narrow sense of the word at all in spite of the respect in which we held him. My own special subjects in the final honours examination in dogmatics were Calvin and Tillich; I went on at Torrance's encouragement to do research in patristics; my first published article ventured to attempt to correct Barth on the filioque question with the help of Anselm, Augustine and Vladimir Lossky (Heron 1971:149-166) . That was characteristic of Torrance's influence. A number of factors probably contributed to this -Torrance's critical loyalty to the tradition of Scottish reformed theology, with which Barth not surprisingly had only very sketchy familiarity, was one. Another was the much greater breadth of Torrance's own historical and ecumenical theological studies from his student days onwards, as compared with Barth's relatively late entry into the scene of academic theological teaching as a virtual autodidact in his mid-thirties. Most significant of all, perhaps, was Torrance's deliberate pushing far beyond Barth on the interface between theology, specifically dogmatic theology, and the thinking of natural science. German; that he had been Reformed, not Lutheran; that he had been clearly identified with the Confessing Church, which had never been more than a minority in the German Evangelical Church in the Nazi period; that after the war he had been prominently allied with the continuing representatives of that strand -for example Martin Niemöller -in their opposition to the restoration politics of other church leaders; that his vocal criticism of German rearmament and his rejection of the politics of the Cold War had not made him popular everywhere in the German church. In much the same way his public opposition to fascism had made him politically suspect in Switzerland before 1945, his refusal equally to condemn communism in the years thereafter. The more I learned about all this personal history, the more I began to appreciate Barth's only half-humorous complaints in later years about being excluded from the company of respectable theology -complaints which hardly make any sense to anyone who has only heard of Barth that he was "the greatest theologian of his age" or the leader of "neo-orthodoxy" -incidentally a term at which Barth could only laugh (Barth 1969:34) . 
Barth -The Outsider
In many ways Barth was made to feel and felt himself to be an outsider, always one who was content to go his way as "God's cheerful partisan".
Two observations can perhaps help to illustrate this. I was fortunate in arriving in 3 See e g R P Ericksen, of the spiritual life. They are terribly earnest and realistic and dull, or so it seems to me.
To be even-handed: these letters of Niebuhr's are also peppered with critical observations on Dutch Calvinism, German and Scandinavian Lutheranism and the sentimentalism of Scottish theology (Niebuhr 1989:225, 235) . He then continues the story on April 2nd:
Two of your letters forwarded from Geneva were handed to me by Karl Barth on my arrival here. ...
He is, of course, a very charming man but also very honest, and we had some very searching discussions the upshot of which was that he criticized me for trying to make a new wisdom out of the foolishness of the Gospel and I accused him of forgetting that the Gospel was really the wisdom as well as the power to them that believe. This involved the whole question of the relation of faith to philosophy on the one hand and to ethics and politics on the other. I
found it most stimulating and helpful. I told him I was too much of a preacher not to look for points of contact between the truth of the Gospel and the despair of the world. He was surprised that I preached, and I told him that you accused me of preaching like Schleiermacher on religion to its intellectual despisers. This pleased him very much and he repeated, "Did she say that, really?"
He, like all the Swiss and all the continental Calvinists, has no sense for liturgy and was indifferent toward my criticism of the barren confirmation service I attended on Sunday. He depends upon the sermon to maintain faith.
I do not think that is enough though it is just as good as a liturgical service with no real sermon. That is I suppose a kind of dividing line between us as it is between England and the Continent. I am continental of heart and faith but not so (after being corrupted by you) that I could stand these services long.
Another thing about Karl Barth. He has developed curious sectarian tendencies having thrown the church in an uproar here by his criticism of infant baptism. Now he is on the Congregational tack, insisting that the real church is only in the simple community of faith in the congregation and that theologians, bishops, secretaries imagine they are the church. I went after him on these issues pretty hard though I must grant he is right in regard to the emphasis that faith, hope and love in the life of believers are the real substance of the church and that all else is superstructure.
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Barth -The liturgist
Liturgical insensitivity, unbalanced emphasis exclusively on preaching, an individualistic dislike of the established church, its governing structures and baptismal practice -these are the charges leveled by Niebuhr at Barth and, on the first two points, at continental Calvinism generally. It must be admitted that there is a good deal of truth and weight in them. On the liturgical aspect -though some things have changed here in the last fifty years -there had since the nineteenth century been a wide gulf between the fresh liturgical awakening in the reformed churches in the anglo-saxon sphere and the continuing heavily didactic style of continental reformed churches; and Barth simply reflected that. His journeys abroad were probably mostly too brief to allow him to become familiar with more alien liturgical traditions, at which he was more inclined to poke fun (see Busch 1976:399, 567 ). Yet at the same time, at least in his later years, he would frequently observe that far more of substance had been preserved in the Roman
Catholic church than in Protestantism -a comment which would seem to stand in some tension with his rather individualistic ecclesiology as Niebuhr accurately saw it. Perhaps it is simply too much to expect anyone, even a Karl Barth, to be entirely consistent in such preferences and judgments, involving as they do many complex and often exceedingly subjective factors.
That is perhaps enough of personal retrospect, though all the themes touched upon could be developed at much greater length. It is time to look more closely at Barth's contribution to dogmatic theology.
BARTH'S CONTRIBUTION TO DOGMATIC THEOLOGY
Barth's work can be seen from many different aspects; here I can do little more than list those points which seem to me of abiding importance and relevant for the future orientation of dogmatic theology. These concern first of all Barth's impulses for the discipline of dogmatics as such; second particular developments and directions to be seen in his work which represent an advance on what had gone before; third, critical reservations where it might seem better that theology should not follow Barth. Some features of the style and pattern of the Christian Dogmatics deserve comment -not least as they can puzzle readers unfamiliar with this genre. The entire work, though incomplete even at the end, was conceived on a plan with a clearly developing structure:
Barth's impulses for the discipline of dogmatics
• The Doctrine of the Word of God (as Prolegomena)
• The Doctrine of God Third there is the typographical distinction between the large print and the small print. Essentially, the large print contains Barth's own reflection and argument and can be read as a continuous text. Detailed excursions into biblical exegesis or the history of theology or controversial issues on the boundaries between theology and other disciplines go into the small print -sometimes at very considerable length -whereby these passages are usually to be taken as supporting and expanding the previous section of large print.
These points may seem trivial and elementary, but I make them here for two reasons. First it has been my experience in using the Church Dogmatics as a text for theological teaching that contemporary readers accustomed to briefer and more concentrated media of communication -especially in textbooks -need to take advantage of all these clues in order to keep their bearings when trying to follow Barth's disquisitions. Second, they do highlight the fact that Barth's dogmatics, for all the modernity of much of the content, belongs to a genre and reflects a tradition and style of lecturing, teaching and writing which is scarcely practised today and arguably is no longer effective as a paedagogical method. The obverse of that coin, however, is that it was probably only because he was prepared to take such a long breath, to reflect at such length and detail, to argue from this side and from that, to go round and round questioning and rethinking, that Barth was able to reformulate and cast fresh light upon many of the central themes and issues of Christian dogmatics and to re-establish dogmatic thinking as a dynamic and creative enquiry at the heart of Christian theology, indeed as an instrument of theological and ecclesiastical self-correction and as such as a discipline pointing forwards rather than backwards. That is why it is still worth the effort Barth's handling of the topics of creation and covenant which reflects the same concern to unify and integrate themes more traditionally dealt with separately. One may add that Barth's daring handling of "God and Nothingness" in this volume -however problematic the exegetical basis may be here too -is a tour de force of sustained theological and philosophical reflection which shows the formerly so existentially influenced Barth countering such thinkers as Heidegger and Sartre as an intellectual equal.
Critical reservations
In ways such as these the judgment seems justified that Barth has set new directions for dogmatic theology; that at any rate it cannot afford to ignore or retreat behind the challenge he represents. But are there respects in which it would do better not to follow him -or at any rate, to do so only with critical caution? I believe there are: they have all already been touched upon.
1. Barth's rejection of natural theology, his dislike of the discipline of defensive apologetics, his concern for the authenticity of dogmatics as a discipline with its own task, questions and methods free from any subservience to or dictation from other sciences are all in their own way not only understandable but justifiable.
They do not, however, necessarily make dogmatic theology very capable of entering into dialogue with these other disciplines. The clearest case is the sense of relief shown by Barth when he discovers in volume three of the Church Dogmatics that he can handle the dogmatic theme of creation quite adequately without entering into any discussion with natural science, which has quite simply a different job to do. Torrance has certainly been right in seeing that dogmatic theology cannot allow itself to be bound by this restriction, that indeed impulses in Barth's own style of theological work and argument already strain against it.
There is a tight-rope to be walked here; but proper insistence on the independence and integrity of dogmatics should not be pushed to the point of leaving it in a ghetto.
2. It is a commonly voiced complaint that Barth pays too little attention and does too little justice to the justifiable claims and necessary insights of the historicalcritical approach to biblical exegesis. The criticism is sometimes driven to the point of crass misrepresentation, but it is not entirely lacking in basis. Barth's use of biblical material is sometimes distinctly idiosyncratic -or, one might say, more artistic than scientific. Huge hermeneutical questions arise here and it must be admitted that Barth's exegesis, even when problematic, is at least generally provocative and interesting -which is not always the case with professed historical-critical exegesis. There is, however, room for the suspicion that Barth was not always sufficiently aware or critical of his own hermeneutical perspectives when drawing on biblical texts for dogmatic construction. It shows no lack of respect or appreciation for Barth's achievement to raise such questions. The massive scale of the Church Dogmatics can evoke the impression that it was intended to be a final word, a last statement, in the words of Thucydides a ktema es aei, a possession forever. Yet they were not. They were the product of engaged and lively theological and dogmatic reflection deliberately undertaken as a critical task in the service of the church and its witness, and as such the product of a theology in via, theology on the road. Barth never had the idea that he could sum up, let alone incarcerate the whole scope of the divine revelation and invitation in Jesus Christ even in many thousands of pages. He simply went to work, day by day, week by week and year by year in the conviction that the great themes of dogmatic theology are only taken seriously when they are also thought through as deeply and carefully as possible. Barth applied himself to this task with an energy and a manifest enjoyment which -whether we follow him in this point or that -is a standing challenge to understand the work of dogmatics as he described it in Evangelical Theology as a "modest, free, critical and -above allhappy science" (Barth 1963:1-12).
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